2 right of A, that is, if α's position on the x-axis becomes positive. Let 'Rx' mean that α reaches point x, and 'Bx' mean that a barrier is put up at x while α is to the left of x, that is, while α is at some y<x. Our first three premises describe what Priest calls 'general features of α's motion'. First, α passes through all points to the left of points it passes through:
(1) (Rx & y<x) à Ry Second, α can't pass through barriers:
(2) (By & y<x) à ¬Rx.
Third, barriers are the only thing that can prevent α's forward advance:
(3) (∀x (x<y à ¬Bx)) à Ry One final assumption gives the rules for barrier-introduction. A barrier is put up at x iff x =1/2 n for some n , and α makes it halfway to x, that is to the 1/2 n+1 mark:
From (1), (2), and (4), we see that α will advance no further than x>0. For suppose that α makes it to x = 1/2 n . By (1), α has already advanced to to x /4, whence (4) tells us that a barrier has been put up at x/2. But then α never makes it to x, by (2). α can't get past 0 without reaching 1/2 n for some n , so α is stopped at 0. That being so, though, we can 3 conclude by (4) that no barriers are ever put in α's path. And now (3) tells us that α gets as far to the right as you like, contrary to our earlier conclusion that it stops at x=0.
What are we to make of this? Priest says, plausibly enough, that '(1) to (3) are features of continuous motion, and are true in this world'. Although (4) is not true in this world -'there are no parts of the world where passing certain spots brings barriers spontaneously into existence' --it certainly seems as though it could be. 'There could,' for instance, be a demon. The demon is bound by the laws of physics, and so, in particular cannot suspend the laws of motion (1) It's clear from the argument given that not all the demons can act in accordance with (R).
At least one will put up a wall despite that walls have already been been put up, or refrain from doing so despite that no walls have yet been put up.
But then it should be equally clear that if α were to make it past 0, not all of the demons would be able to carry out their original resolution (R 0 ) I will put up my wall if and only if α makes it half-way to me.
Should α make it past 0, then given the stated constraints on its motion --in particular the fact that α gets to 1/2 n+1 iff no walls have yet been put in its path --success in carrying out (R 0 ) would ipso facto be success in carrying out (R).
Where does this leave us? The paradox turns on a lemma: α stops at 0. It has to stop at 0, for we get a contradiction when we try to work out α's progress through the gauntlet of demons. But maybe the reason for the contradiction is that the gauntlet is incoherent in itself. Or rather, it is saved from incoherence only by the assumption that α stops at 0. But even this gives the paradox too much credit, since there is another way out. All we we can conclude on the basis of the given conditions is that either α stops at 0, or the demons act in accordance with (R) if they act in accordance with (R 0 ).
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Either α stops at 0, or it continues past 0 and the demons are forced to face up to their inability to carry through on their promises.
The general point is that α's continuing past 0 puts the security system to a test that it cannot possibly pass. Let it be that the demons 'mine' the x>0 region so that a bridge comes down automatically iff α advances too far. If α advances too far, the mines will not work as advertised -not because they are defective but because logic doesn't allow it. If there's a paradox here, it lies in the difficulty of combining individually operational subsystems into an operational system. But is this any more puzzlikng than the fact that although I can pick a number larger than whatever number you pick, and vice versa, we can't be combined into a system producing two numbers each larger than the other?
Stephen 
